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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's arguments regarding claims 1-7, 21-31 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

2. Applicant seems to argue that the profile specific to each application in Bordaz is 
not unique. In response, applicant admits in the specification at paragraph 0055 that it is 
not necessary for the invention that only one profile is assigned to each application 
system. Therefore, the claimed unique profile in light of the specification reads on the 
particular profile associated to each application in Bordaz. 

3. Applicant seems to argue that the profile in Bordaz is a record of the various 
types of memory that the application uses and is different from the claimed profile. In 
response, claims are entitled to their broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with 
the specification. Thus the claimed profiles are broad enough to read on the profile of 
records of the various types of memory in Bordaz. 

4. Applicant presents no further arguments. For all the reasons discussed above, 
rejection to claims 1-7, 21-31 is maintained using Bordaz. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 21-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Claims 21-28 merely recite an abstract idea of communication with a database 
system and assignment method. Note that the claimed steps could be implemented in 
the mind of a person. It is suggested that applicant amend claims 21 , 27 to clarify that 
the methods are computerized. 

Claims 29, 30 broadly interpreted consist of software per se. It is suggested that 
applicant amend claims 29, 30 to clarify that the computer program product is 
implemented on computer-readable medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claim 23, "the at least two predefined unique profiles 
of the database" lack antecedent basis. Note that parent claim 21 merely recites "using 
at least two predefined unique profiles" without associating those profiles with any 
database. 

7. Art rejection is applied to claims 23-26 as best understood in light of the rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph discussed above. 

Claim Objections 

8. Claim 27 is objected to because of the confusing language of the preamble. It is 
suggested that applicant amend the preamble to clarify it is an automated method. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 1, 5, 21, 23-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Bordaz et al (US 6,272,612) of record. 

Regarding claim 1, Bordaz discloses a computer system including all the claimed 
subject matter (see the abstract, Figures 7-10, column 3, line 50- column 5, line 61). 
Note the disjunctive memory portions of Figure 7. The claimed "the database system 
stores... first and second application systems respectively" is met when Bordaz shows 
that memory allocation is carried out as a function of the profile specific to each 
application (see column 3, line 55-62). The claimed "the first application... through the 
corresponding profiles" are met by the fact that memory access is a function of 
parameters specific to each application (see column 3, line 63- column 4, line 3). 

Regarding claim 5, Bordaz discloses that the database system uses shared 
memory processors (see column 4, lines 4-22). 

Claim 21 correspond to a method for the system of claim 1, thus is rejected for 
the same reasons stated in claim 1 above. 

Claims 29, 31 correspond to software programs for performing the method of 
claim 1 , thus are rejected for the same reasons stated in claim 1 above. 
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Regarding claim 23, Bordaz discloses assigning one of at least two predefined 
unique profiles to each memory portion (see Figures 6a, 6b, column 7, line 60- column 

9, line 47). 

Regarding claim 24, Bordaz discloses assigning each unique profile to one of the 
application systems (see column 7, lines 64-66). 

Regarding claim 25, Bordaz discloses each application system accesses the 
database system through at least one of the predefined profiles assigned to the 
application system (see column 3, line 50- column 4, line 3). 

Regarding claim 26, Bordaz discloses accessing is selected from the group as 
claimed (see column 1 1 , lines 12-32). 

Claims 27, 28 correspond to a broader version of claim 1 , thus are rejected for 
the same reasons stated in claim 1 above. 

Claim 30 corresponds to a broader version of claim 31 , thus is rejected for the 
same reasons stated in claim 31 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 0. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
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were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

1 1 . Claims 2, 4, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bordaz et al (US 6,272,612) of record. 

Regarding claims 2, 22, although Bordaz does not specifically show that the 
memory portions store tables of the database system, official notice is taken that it is 
notoriously well known in the art for memory to store tables of the database system for 
easy retrieval. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include storing tables in memory portions in order to facilitate querying using a standard 
query language. 

Regarding claim 4, although Bordaz does not specifically show that the database 
system is a relational database system, official notice is taken that it is notoriously well 
known in the art to store data in a relational database system for easy retrieval. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include a 
relational database system while implementing the system of Bordaz in order to 
facilitate querying using a standard query language. 
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12. Claims 3, 6, 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bordaz et al (US 6,272,612) of record, in view of Fuji et al (US 5,898,883) of record. 

Regarding claim 3, although Bordaz does not explicitly show that the database 
system is a parallel server system, it is well known in the art as shown by Fuji to use a 
parallel server system of database in order to share memory (see Figure 9, column 10, 
lines 48-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include the claimed feature while implementing the system of Bordaz in order to share 
memory as taught by Fuji. 

Regarding claims 6, 7, although Bordaz does not explicitly show that the 
database system uses an operating system that creates multiple logical groups of 
processors, each assigned to one application system, Fuji shows that it is well known in 
the art to use multiple logical groups of processors in order to share memory (see 
column 10, lines 36-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to include creating multiple logical groups of processors and assigning each 
group to one application system while implementing the system of Bordaz'in order to 
allow different applications to share memory. 

Conclusion 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Uyen T. Le whose telephone number is 571-272-4021 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00-5:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 571-272-4023. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
14. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

14 June 2005 




UYENLE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



